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In the recent critical edition of the old Armenian handbook of rhetoric 
Ppp wy funny pry! I made an attempt to demonstrate that: the definitions of 
various types of rhetorical exercises are literal translations of the corre- 
sponding passages of Aphthonius?, with the omission of four of his four- 
teen types and with some textual divergences, most of which appear to 
be a result of the transmission history of the Greek text. However, the 
fifty-one exercises (Musterbeispiele) are original compositions, thirty- 
one of which imitate the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius?, while the rest 
are thematically independent and merely follow the rules prescribed by 
the definitions. In thirteen cases they treat biblical subjects. The half- 
translated character of the Book has been compared with the Hellenizing 
translations which Christianize or Armenize the examples, but render the 
theoretical parts of the originals literally. Such practice may be observed 
in the works of Dionysius Thrax, Aristotle, David the Invincible, et al. 
But the Book of Chreia is marked by one peculiarity: the volume of the 
exercises significantly exceeds the "definitions". 

! Girk* Pitoyic' (1993). 

? APHTHONIUS (1832), p. 55-120. In the extant collection of Aphthonius the definition 
of each type is provided with one (two — in the case of Encomium) exercise. 

3 Which confirms W. Stegemann's idea (1936) col. 454-456 that the Progymnasmata of 
Nicolaos of Myra (see WALZ, (1832), p. 264-285) actually were written by Aphthonius, and 
FOERSTER'S ascription of three exercises, presented in the collection of Libanius, to the same 
author: (1925), Col. 2521, cf. also Girk' Pitoyic* (1993), p. 313, n. 65. As to the 31 Armen- 
ian imitations, they have common titles with the corresponding progymnasmata of Aphtho- 
nius and deal with the same subjects, discussing them in accordance with the translated Aph- 
thonian definitions (more precisely than Aphthonius himself), borrowing some ideas from 
their source of imitation, but striving to be as original as possible and to Christianize the text. 


* Cf. MURADYAN. (1994-1995), p.63-76; see also the Armenian version in EAD. 
(1995), p.151-165. 


REArm 27 (1998-2000) 399-416. 


400 G. MURADYAN 


In his review of the edition of the Book of Chreia? P. Cowe, although 
commending me for the accurate presentation of the manuscript tradition 
and accepting some of my ideas (the unified authorship of the Book, the 
improbability of ascribing it to Movses Xorenac'i and other more spe- 
cific questions), argues against my two main theses — a) the non-trans- 
lated character of the exercises and b) the existence of the original non- 
abridged recension of Aphthonius as a source of imitation for the 31 
Armenian Progymnasmata. He writes: "It might be a simpler, more eco- 
nomic approach to postulate the whole book as a translation... the Greek 
Vorlage of such a translation was [sic! a mere supposition — G.M.] 
compiled by a follower of Aphthonius" (p. 204). 

Cowe's critique of my conclusion makes it necessary to assemble all 
the arguments in favor of: a) the non-translated character of the Pro- 
gymnasmata; and b) the existence of one source of imitation for the 
Armenian author, the original still non-abridged collection of Aphtho- 
nius. Actually it is extant in the later abridged version, and the majority 
of its exercises figure under the name of Nicolaos of Myra. Point “b” is 
closely related to point “a”: as the Armenian Progymnasmata are not a 
translation, and a considerable number of them are imitation, it is neces- 
sary to point out the source of imitation. 


a. The specific arguments adduced to prove that the Armenian Pro- 
gymnasmata are an original composition are scattered in the commen- 
taries of my edition, and only the conclusions are presented in the Intro- 
duction. Here are those arguments with some additions. 


1. The main argument is the influence of the Armenian version of the 
treatises of Philo Alexandrinus upon the whole text of the Book of 
Chreia. While the linguistic affinity could perhaps be explained by the 
similarity of the translation technique, the numerous textual parallels 
definitely indicate the influence of the translated text (Philo) on the orig- 
inal composition in Armenian (the examples in the Book of Chreia). 
Cowe asserts that “those resemblances are thematic, not verbal and 
relate to fairly general matters which might be considered common- 
places in the literature" (p. 204). This might be considered correct in the 
case of some parallels between the “Vituperation of the Vine" and St. 
Basil’s homily “In inebrios", but it is absolutely unacceptable in relation 
to Philo. 


5 CowE, (1995), p. 200-205. 
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Here are some parallel passages with obvious similarity in expres- 


sion: 
Book of Chreia 


1. II.6. (p. 56.7). urb Spy fo unm 

uL Lupi uuu ul ΥΑ. ( . 118.1 ). 
if? {4 / 4 E p 18.13 

η ub feb fomnum, p^ 


IV.3. E (p. 80.27). urb feb P pprumutpr 
Suuylh: 


2.V.3. dy (p. 112). ^ Adu [in autumn 
- G.M] unb phe euft uno [pupa Δ. gundu- 
fh nml p mm joy / uui [in spring 


G.M.] Spomuy pig Oury turf D] gnuu- 
dmluuh Jfhrhupuhf, pee nmlbp: 


3. II.7. g (p. 59.1). ununi ptr ug, 
V.]. 4 (p. 97.16). mbumhuh ug, 
VIIL3. p (p. 198.17). amma dunt 
uuh myy: 


4. VII 4 (p. 127-10 11). gpuSmyh 
δ. gupmghng on σσ 


6. V3. dh (p. 112.17). fPungun npurg 

. gly Shug, ΥΩ. du (p. 111.20). 
fPungun npurg ee gH, hu ΥΠ... d 2 
(p. 167.1920). ghy Syug... ugquan- 
prf; 


7. V .4. u (p. 114.6). "Mapping jarun- 
huuppn ftuh, VI.5. 4 (p. 150.11) 
opp ne f oqupsysh pòunmuuppuygh 
ytykphh;, Χ.Ι (p. 223.32-33). fr μωῆῇ 
ghghpbmiu symp ty sen frdunnmufr- 
presents ουσια Χ.3 (ρ. 234. 
15-16). "n Jf duin e urb ghugh- 
phh peypnga 


Philo 


PHILO (1892) p. 79. Ns duh fr inl pni - 


huhuh gf put 4. / Pbpoubnyuy 
doin urb foh mpàmhuhluj £: 


ΡΗΠΟ (1826) L1 (p. 444-445). 
Quupimbrug ph pnunubh LL Ought Δι 
μή et, μή quom ih eee mb- 


phuufduuf V2 Δι gubu phh mnibh p: 


PHILO (1892) p. 48. puru un ub 
£ppujbgung, μἑφπεπῇ uggh! ήρωά, 
"nn fungitur, { mbuny Uum uu 
(PHILO (1966) p. 33. 6 ὁρῶν θεόν). 


PHILO (1826) 1.9. Lyn bh Ounny 
anu phin fè hebi p' ypu Smyth ql Δι 
gupmplu : 

PHILO (1892) p. 79. Ns ἁγωγήν gly Pun, 
ul, fPungun np p - PHILO (1892) Ρ. 88 
ob ἰδιώτας µόνον ἀλλὰ Kai βασι- 
λεῖς; Ibid., P. 80. gly Samy p δή four 
guumnp - Ibid., p. 90 ἰδιώται καὶ 
βασιλεῖς. 


Ῥηπο (1892) 230. "nn num diu u- 
hhh {ή £s "np ghghphuy 64 
Τη fun fpi euh mupp- 
hug: 


$ yky9m4 means “peasant” and is usually opposed to puru pugf, cf. Movsés Xore- 


nac'i II.7. 


7 The expression is unusual in Armenian, it is a semantical calque: 7/747/ lit. means 
“to wander", and διατρίβω, “to spend time, to employ oneself (£v φιλοσοφίᾳ)”. 
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8. IX 2 (p. 208).... unp δ. Juhujp fr 
ή unu hg naf phóuy fh ummy 
pun ῥξηρίωμῥῃ dphgh: dub ρωρό- 
pump ft duh μι μή: δι 
ghnjhu δω δή be bpudymnu- 
huh gmapupupgpum 4h seh yupun- 
puhp Αη [άν puduhfhh quunt, 
apy un Shapyluy μιν mpubyh' 
doh p dugupuplu  Umfufu fa hu- 
huh! ημίν Ισ ὑπ 
υπο pargeduy hhh iynu- 
pup pup p ... 


G. MURADYAN 


PHILO (1892) p. 31. δ. ““ιππιι"δηγῇή- 
unp ζω upp δι dup dh yup 
μμ σσ ση 
/ fhphhsh εευιηπιιιὸ ἡγμίή,: Ge mmu f- 
hapihp upulgh U mulu αφή, δι 
{ζωή Puppet dupyuph hn- 
quip be {πιιμιζχόιιὴμ be yngu- 
puppunmfp, un dubp <hshih [γή 
{ζωη umph fnb,  pupihugnu- 
huh be πμ puguàmjhn fo hih 
Jump] T 


The examples could be multiplied. Further still are the initial passages 
of the “Encomium of Spring" (V.3), where not only expressions but 
also ideas are borrowed from Philo's texts: 


V.3. m (p. 108.16-20). P gnjnp ttf 
p4 δ. / unu u dunt hu {ζωη 
LppgafPluh Lun m guufh quiufu δι 
gupa fdhunbp quiu, ση gun gen 
glpnub pungnjh gy fih. fug na dhòm- 
gnyh Δι ylytyhugnjh η pus yip- 
{//, δ. ng uplyuyh pul γαι 
ununkquig, δι ng απ pul qépfug f 
unu piis nun πω ποπ uuu 


V.3. m (p. 108.26-27). ... μη, 
fum be γγήνιιημη, mhykuj huju 
{σι fr du ppungnyh {Μη}... 


V.3. 4 (p. 109.27-31). dbaghh unpu 
umfnpniufedfuh funy. 
petlebiunsh Ug, 2 yuy / on, Lf 
{ή Lplhh ΠΝ / gn fü Alby 
μή jun fiir Obub ly guppapun pm f? heh 
guuphbrung rh σι bul ph. $$ 


TL 


PHILO (1826) IV.234. [yuupefu bu- 
anh p δι muplyp anpu ... Gpfumgnjh 
pet hp mug plu ζωμό ghph hypo 


PHILO (1826) IV.87. Uofuupspur Du- 
uu peggy hh { Ly fh Δι flip Sp 
ἐρήήμ 

PHILO (1826) 1.84. Lp buy ph unl- 
quy popuk’ mpbguhk; 

PHILO (1826) 1.73. buun p mofu- 
phu / alah δη ΙΙ ή 
{μή ο juh ή -— {ή} 
υπ) Pp <hhybpnpy {μι fab: 
PHILO (1826) Π.74. gun du ppuynjh 
fin fokuhh {μή bhy. V2 87 η 
ή / Our pugni [nuhi b. 


PHILO (1826) 1.1 (p. 443-444). purliyh 
gm Jfphibuguinuphpfrh yashh gjunj, 
papas πα ορ Ohuhp yup- 
huhuh arua] ur p foo, PHILO 
(1892) 263. ση gmaguum- 


“περι, eee 


8 Both passages describe the rejoicing of the Jews after having crossed the Red 


sea. 
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V. m (p. 108.30-109.1). quphubu- 
shh μασ σσ) dububuhh ρω“ 
{11/17 δη (2η £pfugugnjh { 
δ. ή gop funy “14 ub banh 
δ. gnpuinpm (η ghépunpulug un δ. 
upuumáum sypn fp tub “πῃ hih ec 
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PuiLo (1826) 1.1 (p. 443). P gup- 
gu uu {ωδή yupun [pnt eee 
δη uf uu rh £L "n quiufn Δι 
gupa fdhunbp hnyhujlu Δι uljfugph 
Apt fos mujh κα / ἠμαγμἱπι rh Luuu- 


ποπ σσ kf πρ eee Δ μπι 
Δι gupa fdhunbp mnu Surg bey eee 


Philo’s influence gives the “Encomium of Spring” a kind of sophisti- 
cated flavour, in contrast to the main part of the text which is full of sim- 
ple truisms and morality. 

Among word parallels between the Armenian version of Philo and the 
Book of Chreia worth mentioning are also: the expression 4pZjfr uuum 
(Girk' Pitoyic' IL. 5.5 p. 55.9, PuiLo (1926) Π.49, Π.83) “portable tem- 
ple" to designate the “tabernacle of congregation" which the Jews car- 
ried when wandering in the desert (Exod. 35 ff); gAhhuy unum 
(Girk' Pitoyic’ IL. 2.4 £9 48.17, Ῥηπο (1892) 28-IX.158 δεινὸς 
ῥήτωρ) “skilful orator", a semantical calque rendering the general 
meaning of the Greek word "fearful, terrible", while in the context it 
means “skilful”. 

If one considers the mentioned textual parallels insufficient to prove 
that the Armenian “Progymnasmata” are an original composition, he 
must assume that they were translated from Greek by the same person 
who translated Philo's treatises. Consequently, he must suppose that 
similar parallel passages existed in the Greek texts of Philo and Aphtho- 
nius, which is quite improbable. 

The linguistic similarity of the texts can be compared with that of the 
Armenian Philo and Irenaeus, which led F. Conybeare to the conclusion 
that they were translated by the same person?. He has demonstrated in 
both texts a great many common paraphrases or combinations of syn- 
onyms for rendering one Greek word". Thus if one assumes that the 
same person is also the translator of the Book of Chreia, he has to point 
out similar expressions in its text (e.g. //ύ//πι/θ/ι!, Oblupeuh, mhiy 
mhòfh, ub lpleny fo Δι ubuntu yf, mhpud Δι wb but, fofi Δι 
fuupl], npn yl] δ. p 2771 etc!!.). 

? CONYBEARE (1911), p. 193-202. 

10 Cf. also MURADYAN (1996), p. 279-291. 


!! The only exception is the combination of 45/74 and γωροί! and their derivatives 
attested several times in the Book of Chreia. 
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2. The following group of textual parallels (cf. Girk* Pitoyic' p. 271, 
n. 21, p. 275, n. 40, p. 276, n. 60) seems significant too. The origin of 
three passages in the Book of Chreia may be traced back to the Gram- 
mar of Dionysius Thrax: 


IL2. w (p. 47.13). Jp πα σσ) munyuk (related to Hesiod's poems); 


IL4.p (p. 51.19-20). hung (Homer's) πα σσ muy pip 
Jupp fof hu; 
Π.6. w (p.56.6). gf pupil urb miphgngmtudp ph. 


The genre of “heroic epos" is meant. Cf. τὴν μὲν τραγωδίαν ἠἡρωϊκῶς 
ἀναγνῶμεν ... τὸ δὲ ἔπος εὐτόνως = gf qgpghpgnu thu ypuguyhupup 
yipòmhbkuynp ... Δι unu pu Fuynpud f. 

3. Cowe writes: "Muradyan's thesis of dependence on Armenian 
materials would be more plausible if she were able to demonstrate close 
parallels with indigenous texts" (p.204). I have demonstrated two paral- 
lels with the Adversus haereses of Eznik Kolbac'i (cf. Girk' Pitoyic' p. 
275, n. 42, 43): 


Book of Chreia 


IL4. 4 (p. 51.27). güumnmón, ... 
hu fpu fubu duhuhh guum f? heh nnm, 
J", ah, sf quibhunh gnpugmglum. m 

ibid. (p. 51.29.30). {ή ή ghm- 


pha ub fuu δι unum 
mtm ΨΩ; hudu dda 


ent. ΠΗ 


Eznik 


$1 ap h ufhbph p gnpuhuy ἑ4/} p 
814 mibi Δι fr gn... 
$16 (Uum uo)... nh d tnhb puru- 


huh { phinfo pita ae 
§43 mt ub ey bna fð hih δ. uygu- 


mni fè hih eee unu Shay upyny Ayqtyny 


JU uum nj? 


Although the cited passages are short, the terms »4d//p fuum flf 
and uguunnif) fuh corresponding to τὸ αὐτεξούσιον in Eznik's source, 
Methodius of Olympia (I presume that the pair is a hendiadys rendering 
the Greek word), are key words in Eznik's teaching of free will. 


4. In the “Vituperation of the Horse" (VI. 2) and the “Comparison of 
the Horse and the Bull" (VIII. 5) the phonetic affinity of the Armenian 
words dfuuuunun “wasp” and af “horse” is pointed out: 


12 ADONTZ (1915), p. 2; Cf. also gfugunghudjuhb mug by Grigor Magistros and his 
explanation of it: ση qup df hu unu muy 4 nit, puru pus njapit huy bı um d un 
{ή ωμή, eunjpupt phu pum byt hugingh” (ABGARYAN (1995), p. 139), which 
makes it obvious that Grigor was influenced by the same passage of the Armenian Diony- 
sius. 

13 EZNIK or ΚΟΙΒ (1959). 
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ΥΙ.2.σ{ (p. 134). Jupwmfpujh ju ft ση génm / hhfutuy υπ) 
unpu [4/ny] mukh ὁ δή ' pupurbm b ή phuh &fununuy {ού οὖς 

ΥΙ5. d (p.178). δ. ση [ap] yupubnibupup //4, phi Obfuhpngh L Jnp- 
gnpungn blu puudub ΤΙ η, / gum bh <uhunuhubu pa fyb 
MUI, phy μή d'uuuhuljh: 


In the second passage there is an allusion to the Bible (Deut. VII.20, 
Joshua. XXIV.12), where the Greek correspondence to dfumnuy is 
σφήξ. The idea that the wasp is born out of the rotten carcass of the 
horse goes back to the classical tradition!^, but phonetically σφήξ has 
nothing to do with ἵππος. Therefore the text could not have been written 
in Greek. 


5. [ believe that the following passage with its inner and phonetic par- 
allelism could have hardly been the result of translation. In the “Vitu- 
peration of Navigation” (VL5) the seventh (/) point concerns “beauty” 
which like other chapters of the “Vituperation” contains statements con- 
trary to those of the “Encomium”. Thus the sailors are stated to be ugly 
for several reasons, and they: (πω fr mm hmfdfuh input δι {μην fr 
mynihni fo huh, LL gph yuh μ/ῃἑη{πιθήεήν gap mh fr ugly fe heh. 

The rare pair Zh - mdnihn jhh is attested earlier in the Armenian 
translation of John Chrysostom: qunjbh ndum hfugth ft {4 £góubifukh 
s be aphagh unbnjhi mnhpgkt'® (according to the NBHL, Greek has simply 
λυμαίνουσιν for the latter expression)". 


b. The probability of the existence of a source for imitation of the 
thirty-one Armenian exercises — the original complete collection of 
Aphthonius with a series of examples for each type — has been demon- 
strated by Stegemann. He has based his conception on the linguistic 
investigation of the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius and Nicolaos made 
by Orinsky. Besides he has taken into consideration the fact that the pro- 
gymnasms figuring under the name of Nicolaos follow the Aphthonian 
“definitions” to a far larger extent than those (προθεωρήµατα) of Nico- 
laos himself. Cowe's skepticism on this point caused me to compare 
once more the exercises figuring under the name of the two mentioned 


1^ Though here it is directly borrowed from the same Armenian translation of Philo 
(1892), 203. dfuuumuy fr Afufut duping dhtuy. 

15 Cf. Girk' Pitoyic’ note 44 on p. 297: “Here is additional proof that the text is not 
translated from Greek.” 

16 Chrysostom (1862), p. 558. 

1 NBHL, vol. II, p. 885. The argument of point 5 is the only one not presented in my 
book, though the parallel with Chrysostom's passage is noted: cf. Girk' Pitoyic' p. 299, 
n. 79. 
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authors. I confined myself to the archetypes of the Armenian imitations, 
and discovered that, besides affinity in idiom, the Progymnasmata of 
both collections demonstrate a striking similarity in structure in accor- 
dance with the" definitions" of Aphthonius and include nearly identical 
passages. 

There are two exercises surviving in Aphthonius' handbook, which 
have served as archetypes for the Armenian ones (IL3, X.1, Cowe 
speaks of only one, p. 202). 

II.3. The same division as in Aphthonius’ Γνώμη προτρεπτικἠ: 
Χρὴ πενίην φεύγοντα καὶ ἐς μεγακήτεα πόντον / Pinte καὶ 
πετρῶν, Κύρνε, κατ᾽ ἠλιβάτων (p.68-72, the chapters are: ἐγκωμι- 
αστικόν, παραφραστικόν, τὸ τῆς αἰτίας, ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίου, 
παραβολή, παράδειγμα, μαρτυρία παλαίων, ἐπίλογος), is observed 
in the archetypes of three other Armenian “proverbs” (IL6, 1, 2) in 
Nicolaos’ collection (IV.1,2,3): 


1. Σοφὸν Ev βούλευμα ὑπὲρ χεῖρας πολλάς (p. 278-279); 


2. Δεῖ δὴ χρημάτων καὶ ἄνευ τούτων οὐδέν ἐστι γενέσθαι τῶν δεόντων 
(p. 279-280); 


3. "Agpav ὃ’ ὅς κ᾿ἐθέλει πρὸς κρείσσονα ἀντιφερίζειν (p. 281-282). 


Aphthonius 


[ἐγκωμιαστικόν] 

Καὶ πολλῶν μὲν ἄν τις ἐπαινέσειε 
τὸν Θέογνιν, μάλιστα δὲ ὧν περὶ 
τὴν πενίαν ἐφιλοσόφησε. Καὶ τί 
φησιν; 


[παραφραστικόν] 
Καὶ ἐφιλοσόφησε ταῦτα: πάρεστι 
δὲ ἰδεῖν ὣς καλῶς. 


[παραβολή] 
ὥσπερ ... τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ... 


[παράδειγμα] 
σκόπει τὸν Ἴρον, ὅς ... 


Nicolaos 


1.2. Kai πολλῶν μὲν ἄν τις Εὐρι- 
πίδην (2. Δημοσθήνην) θαυμάσειε, 
μάλιστα δὲ ὧν περὶ τῆς σοφίας (2. 
τῶν πόρων) ἐφιλοσόφησεν (2. λέ- 
γει)... Καὶ τί φησιν; 

3, Καὶ πολλῶν μέν ἐστιν ἐπαινεῖν 
τὸν Ἡσίοδον, μάλιστα δὲ ὧν περὶ 
τὸν βίον εἰπεῖν οἰκονομῶν. 


12.3. Καὶ ἃ μὲν ἐφιλοσόφησε (1. 
ἐφθέγξατο, 3. ἔφη) τάδε (2.3. τοι- 
άδε)’ πάρεστι δὲ ἰδεῖν ὡς καλῶς (2. 
ἐκ τῶν ἐφεξῆς κατιδεῖν, 3. τοῖς δὲ 
ἐφεξῆς θαυμάσεσθαι). 


1.2.3. ὥσπερ ... οὕτω (2. οὕτως) 


1. Θεμιστοκλέα σκόπει τὸν στρα- 
τηγὸν, ὅς ...; 2. τὴν ᾿Αθηναίων ὅρα 
μοι πόλιν, ἥ ..., 

3. ὅρα Θερσίτην, ὅς ... 
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[μαρτυρία παλαίων] 1.2.3. Διὸ δὴ θαυμάσαι τὸν Ὅμη- 
Διὸ θαυμάσαι τὸν Εὐριπίδην με pov (2. Πίνδαρον, 3. Σοφοκλέα με) 
δεῖ, κακὸν τὸ μὴ ἔχειν εἰπόντα... δεῖ, βουλῇ φιλοσοφοῦντα κρατεῖν 


ἡνίοχον (2. εὐρυσθενῆ τὸν πλοῦ- 
τον φιλοσοφήσαντα, 3. τοὺς κα- 
ταδεεῖς φιλοσοφοῦντα παρὰ τῶν 
δυνατωτέρων κατεργάσθαι). 


It is noteworthy that the structural and textual elements marking the 
similarity between Aphthonius and Nicolaos are not observed in the 
Progymnasmata of Libanius, Aphthonius' teacher, whom he largely imi- 
tated. The above mentioned second proverb in Nicolaos' collection imi- 
tates Libanius IV.4!5, 

X.1. The Armenian θέσεις (ym hih p X.1,2,3) are written in imita- 
tion of θέσις εἰ γαμητέον (Aphthonius, p.109-114!°), θέσις si τειχ- 
ιστέον (Nicolaos, p.415-417), θέσις si πλευστέον (Nicolaos, p.417- 
418 = Libanius XIILy’). Although the definition of this type of exercise 
does not prescribe as detailed a division as the previous one, the struc- 
ture of the Greek theses is similar. 

All start by praising their objects, pointing out their heavenly or 
divine origin (προῆλθε ὃ γάμος οὐρανοῦ “marriage was created in 
heaven”; προῆλθε ... [ἐμπορία] τῆς ᾿Αθηνᾶς "[sea-trade] was created 
by Athena”, προῆλθε [ὃ πλοῦς] θεῶν “navigation was created by the 
gods", ποιητὰς ἄγαμαι τειχιστὰς τοὺς θεοὺς πεποιηκότας τῆς 
Τροίας “I admire the poets, who have made the gods the wall-builders 
of Troy"). 

Marriage, navigation and wall-building benefit both gods and mortals 
(ô γάμος ... οὐρανὸν πληροῖ τῶν θεῶν ... εἶτα ... ἁπάσι τοῖς 
λοιποῖς ἐπιφέρει τὴν γένεσιν "marriage filled heaven with gods... 
then... it endowed all other things with reproductive power"; τειχίζει 
μὲν ... οὐρανὸς τοὺς θεοὺς, τὰ δὲ θνητῶν διατηροῦσι περίβολοι 
"heaven fortifies the gods, and the walls guard the mortals", τὸ 
[ἐμπορία] ... τοῖς λαβοῦσιν ὠφέλιμον “[the sea-trade] benefits those 
who have it”). 

They all make people brave, just, wise and temperate (the four spiri- 
tual virtues of Encomium are presented), the three ἔφοδοι (cf. the defi- 
nition, Aphthonius, p. 109.12) demonstrate verbal affinity at the end: εἰ 


18 [ TBANTIUS (1915). 
19 Only this thesis has an English translation, cited below: NADEAU (1952), p. 264- 
285. 
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τοίνυν 6 γάμος ... ἀνδρείους τε ἅμα καὶ δικαίους ἀποτελεῖ, καὶ 
σοφοὺς παρασκευάζει καὶ σώφρονας, πῶς οὐκ εἷς ὅσον τιμητέον 
τὸν γάμον; “if marriage... provides brave and just men at the same 
time, and if it furnishes wise and temperate men, how is it not possible 
to hold marriage in high esteem to that extent?” (cf. Nadeau, p. 281); si 
δὲ ... ἐρρώμενοι (i.e. ἀνδρεῖοι, cf. 6 γάμος ἔρρωσθαι δίδωσι) γεγό- 
ναμεν καὶ περὶ τῶν δεόντων ἐβουλευόμεθα (ie. σοφοί) καὶ τὰ 
δίκαια σώζεται τείχεσι, καὶ ... τὸ σωφρονεῖν, πῶς οὐκ εἰς ὅσον 
διόντε ποιητέον τὰ τείχη; “if we become brave and take care of nec- 
essary things (i.e. are wise) and justice is preserved due to the walls and 
self-control, how is it not possible to hold the walls in high esteem to 
that extent?"; ei ... πᾶσαν ἀρετὴν παρέσχεν ἀσκεῖν, εἷς ὅσον 
οἵόντε τιμητέον τὸν πλοῦν; “if [navigation] allows [people] to exer- 
cise every virtue, to what extent is it possible to hold navigation in high 
esteem to that extent? ". 

The ἔφοδοι in all three cases are followed by ἀντίθεσις and λύσις 
(cf. the definition, p. 109.10-11, i.e. “counter-thesis” and “rebuttal”, 
according to the translation by Nadeau), repeated thrice on marriage and 
twice on building walls and on sailing. 

All the “counter-theses”are formed according to the same pattern: 
ναί φησιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ γάμος “he says: yes, but marriage” 1. is a cause of 
misfortunes, 2. introduces widowhood for wives and orphanhood for 
children, 3. is wearisome; ναί φησιν, ἀλλ᾽ τὰ τείχη “he says: yes, but 
the walls” 1. are a cause of cowardice, 2. are expensive for their owners; 
ναί φησιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὃ πλοῦς “he says: yes, but navigation" 1. is prepared 
for evil qualities of people, 2. is very dangerous. 

The three rebuttals in the thesis on marriage and the first one in the 
thesis on sailing are written as appellations to the second person. 

The "terminating chapters” (Nadeau has translated τελικοῖς “topics 
drawn from these goods", perhaps having confused it with τηλικοῖς 7) 
prescribed by the definition (νόµικον, δίκαιον, συμφέρον, δυνατόν, 
p. 109.13-14), are almost completely ignored (only the “marriage” has 
παιδεύει τοὺς χρωμένους τὰ δίκαια “teaches those who experience it 
the just", and the “wall-building” has si νόμοι μὲν κρατοῦσιν ὑπὸ 
τειχῶν, διὰ δὲ περιβόλων πολιτεύονται δίκαια, καὶ συνοίσουσιν 
(cf. συμφέροντι) οἷς ἂν εἶεν “if the laws have power thanks to the 
walls and by means of the fortress they execute justice and are ready to 
help everybody", and at the end of the “sailing” ὄνησις is mentioned, 
which can be compared with συμφέρον). 
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As to the first “thesis” in Libanius’ collection, Ei γαμητέον; (it 
should have served as a source of imitation for Aphthonius), it is 
deprived of all the aforementioned features, while the other two exer- 
cises in the same section coincide with those presented in the collection 
of Nicolaos, that is they were written by Aphthonius and erroneously 
inserted into Libanius’ collection”. 

It is interesting to note that in W. Hórandner's book on prose-rhythm 
in Byzantine rhetorical literature, the identical authorship of the collec- 
tions of Aphthonius and Nicolaos on the one hand and on the other Orin- 
sky's attribution of a series of progymnasms in Libanius' collection to 
Nicolaos (the so-called *pseudo-Libanius", i.e. Aphthonius) is corrobo- 
rated by revealing the peculiarities of the usage of rhythmical clausulae 
in all three texts. The rhythmical characteristics of the texts of Aphtho- 
nius and Nicolaos have no considerable differences?!. 

Besides textual evidence, I would also like to bring forward some 
general considerations. The main goal of the activity of the Hellenizing 
school was to create Armenian versions of the most important textbooks 
used in Byzantine schools. The basic grammatical textbook was that of 
Dionysius Thrax, which alongside with the reading of Greek classics, 
constituted the base of the education in Grammar schools. The most 
influential textbook of composition was that of Aphthonius of Antioch, 
probably written about the beginning of the fifth century?. Grammar 
and rhetoric together with dialectic completed a program which was 
analogous to the Trivium in the West?. The main handbook of dialectic, 
besides some Aristotelian treatises, was Porphyry's Eisagoge. All three 
(i.e. Dionysius, Aphthonius and Porphyry’s Eisagoge) exist in Armenian 
versions, made by the representatives of the Hellenizing school. 

And there is another reason for considering that it is not necessary to 
look for an archetype of the Book of Chreia, which would be different 
from the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius. If one, following Cowe, 


20 The thirty-one exercises of Aphthonius share the same fate, v. FOERSTER (1925), 
Col 2518-2522; preceding Stegemann’s investigation (cf. n.3), Foerster speaks about the 
authorship of Nicolaos. 

21 HORANDNER (1981), p. 60, 65-66. 

22 There was close relationship between Aphthonius and Hermogenes, the author of 
theoretical treatises on rhetoric, whose Progymnasmata were imitated by Aphthonius. 
The Progymnasmata of the latter figure in both the main classes of the manuscripts, con- 
taining the Corpus Hermogenianum. The two authors constituted the rhetorical cursus and 
continued to be recognized throughout the life of Byzantium, see: KusTAs (1973), p. 23. 

3 KENNEDY. (1980). 
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assumes that its archetype was another text, he must suppose that it was 
a Greek imitation of Aphthonius written by a Christian author (very 
soon after Aphthonius' textbook itself), who inserted many of Christian 
themes and brought forward examples from the Bible in order to illus- 
trate traditional Greek subjects. This is very improbable because rhetoric 
was a part of secular education throughout the whole history of Middle 
Ages", As to the imitators and commentators of Aphthonius, the main 
corpus of their texts was published by Ch.Walz?. One of the most 
famous of his commentators, John, bishop of Sardes, who incorporated 
in his writing all the previous commentaries, basically reflects the state 
of rhetorical knowledge. Despite his episcopal calling, even his being 
the author of two hagiographical works, he makes no reference to any- 
thing Christian”. One of the earliest commentators of Aphthonius whose 
work included specifically Christian evidence appears to be John the 
Geometer (X c.)?". 

I hope that the above mentioned arguments in favor of my two inter- 
connected theses are more plausible than the assertions by Cowe, e.g. 
“one is all the more disappointed by the dearth of specifically Armenian 
themes addressed" (p.204), "in an indigenous composition it is some- 
what odd to find expressions like / gfpu Μάι hub... designating 
Genesis instead of the accepted forms 2/5474 and mpupuòny” (ibid., 
but cf. the word /JsZym?Juh of Movses Xorenac’i, Π.74, though not 
related to the first Biblical book, borrowed from the same translations of 
Philo, passim), or “a hapax like gAufumgén which morphologically is a 
Hellenophile calque... cannot be located in the Armenian lexicon of 
such texts” (ibid., but cf. gAufubjubtyf by Movses Xorenac’i, I.16). 

Cowe has pointed out other difficulties which make it impossible for 
him to accept the non-translated character of the Armenian progymnas- 
mata. Here are some concerning special questions. The name Theano, 
bearing the initial 7- of the accusative which changes the meaning of the 
title of the fifth “chreia” is claimed to be “more understandable if it 
were a result of a translation by someone unaware of the figure and her 
background" (p. 203). But I have regarded it as a scribal mistake, taking 


3 Cf. BROWNING (1963), p. 108: “ες gab zwar immer eine gewisse Spannung zwis- 
chen Christentum und klassischer Bildung" 

25 APHTHONIUS (1832). 

26 KusrAs (1973), p.24. The author has no doubt, that his sources, even if written by 
Christians, maintained the same separation. As a parallel to this phenomenon he mentions 
the Christian students of Olympiodorus, Elias and David, whose religion is rarely evident 
in formal terms. 

27 [bid. 
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into consideration that the correct form (nominative) in the body of the 
text witnesses that the author, who translated the title and imitated the 
exercise, had rightly understood that Theano and the Pythagorean 
philosopher is the same person (Girk/ Pitayic' p. 268, n. 46). The nota 
accusativi y- could have been a result of analogy with the titles of the 
two previous chreiai: yUn4pumtu (3) and gl udminugf (4). An explana- 
tion of the replacement of Aphthonius' Theognis?! by the sophist Bias in 
a progymnasma on γνώμη” has been suggested by A. Baumgartner*°, 
though it does not seem very plausible. 

As to the plot of Euripides’ “Peliades” discussed in the “Refutation 
of Medea'?!; it might have existed in an UrAphthonius’ collection, and 
the ᾿Ανασκευὴ ὅτι εἰκότα τὰ κατὰ Μήδειαν extant in Nicolaos’ col- 
lection (p. 312-314), based on the plot of the same author's “Medea”, 
could coexist with it (Girk' Pitayic' p. 280, n. 40)°?. 

The fact that Cowe combines the mentioned difficulties with what he 
calls “Sgarbi’s findings of greater proximity between the Armenian text 
and one of Aphthonius’ anonymous commentators" (p. 202), suggests to 
me some preconception on his part. Otherwise why should he base his 
conception on a small article written by the Italian linguist??, in which he 
has merely pointed out that the Armenian author in addition to Aphtho- 
nius, Nicolaos and Theon, could also have used the work of the anony- 
mous commentator of Aphthonius (p. 84). The passage analyzed by 
Sgarbi (p. 80) is the definition of “chreia” by the Anonymous, which 
basically coincides with the Aphthonian definition. There are only slight 
differences, the omission of two phrases presented both by Aphthonius 
and in the Armenian version, and an addition of several phrases at the 
end, which comment on the definition and are naturally absent in the 
Armenian version. Sgarbi's purpose is very modest. He does not solve 
the question, but directs attention to one more possible source of the 
Armenian handbook, since a series of sources have been mentioned. 


28 The poet Theognis, but not “the philosopher Theognides" (CoweE, p. 203) 

2 Cowe has constructed an incorrect Greek singular form of progymnasmata: "a pro- 
gymnasmaton(?) on χρεία (?)". 

30 BAUMGARTNER (1884), p. 475. 

5! [IA, which is £gàm dh — ἀνασκευή, but not “Vituperation” (ΟΟΨΕ, p.203), cor- 
responding to wapuun- ψόγος. 

32 Cf. different διηγήματα, treating the same theme in Libanius’ collection, starting 
with ἄλλως, or αὐτὴ γνώμη ἑτέρως, FOERSTER (1925) Col. 2519, 2520. 

33 SGARBI (1969), pp. 78-84). 

34 Sgarbi surprizingly explains the absence of the passage corresponding to the 
Armenian δ, adulp [i.e. ufmp] gapóudub p (*and some [chreiai] are practical") as an 
addition by the translator, a result of the free treatment of the original, and he suggests the 
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The same motive leads Cowe to believe that the biblical book of Sir- 
ach was Zohrapean's own translation from Greek (p. 204), while the lat- 
ter writes in his preface that the reason for putting it in the Appendix is 
the fact that it figures only in the later manuscripts (p. 8). In fact there 
exist four Armenian translations of that book*, it can be found already 
in XIII century manuscripts?? and has been a part of the Armenian 
canon?’ and is even cited by Eznil?*. 

What other reason could have led Cowe to assert that the γνώμη “The 
one God loves He will more readily hear" (II.4) is largely devoted to the 
discussion of Abraham (p. 203)? In fact it is devoted to the discussion of 
the verse by Homer, and only in the sixth chapter called παράδειγµα --- 
“μή is the example of Abraham mentioned just as in the rest γνώμαι 
and χρείαι, which confirm the sentences of classical authorities by bib- 
lical examples. 

In my edition I have presented the two main theses (*a", “b”) dis- 
cussed above as undoubted facts, whereas my other explanations are 
proposed as mere suggestions or hypotheses. Such, for example, concern 
the five progymnasmata on subjects pertaining to classical culture, writ- 
ten in imitation of their non-extant Aphthonian archetypes. In this per- 
spective it is strange that Cowe should writes: “Muradyan theorizes (in 
some cases on very flimsy evidence and without manuscript support) 
that all the topics manifestly pertaining to classical culture were present 
in UrAphthonius" (p. 202). Would it not be more profitable to offer 
more persuasive explanations that also accord with the facts? For exam- 
ple, Cowe's explanation of the absence of the two initial sections of 
Aphthonius in the Armenian handbook and the uniformity of its trans- 
mission history through a supposition through a single acephalous man- 
uscript that the archetype of all preserved (p. 201), seems quite accept- 
able. But his assertion that the unusual lack of an introduction could 
cause the secondary creation of the epilogue is to be taken cautiously 


words ἐνεργετικόν and ἀκτικόν as possible equivalents for yapòmhuh (p. 81), whereas 
in the same place Aphthonius has τὸ δὲ πρακτικόν, and the Anonymous himself com- 
ments on the same subject two lines later: Πρακτικόν δὲ τὸ πρᾶξιν σημαῖνον otov, 
followed by an example, which means that the passage has been omitted in the Anony- 
mous' manuscripts. 

35 The version in the Zohrapean Bible, (1805) another one in the Bible of Bagratuni 
(1860), one chapter of a third recension published by Patriarch Eti8é DUREAN (1935), 
p. 320-326 and the most important early variant of the Armenian version published by 
ABGARYAN (1966), p. 58-70, see STONE (1971), p. 61. 

36 Cf. AJEMIAN (1992), p. 1039-1040. 

37 ANASYAN (1976), p. 345. 

38 'TER-MOVSESJAN (1902), p. 191; cf. $405 Eznik of Kolb. 
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because in fact the extant Aphthonius has no introduction either. I agree 
with Cowe who while relating the concentration of the Biblical themes 
in the sections ἠθοποιία and ἔκφρασις, supposes that the reason for 
this is the greater possibilities for exploiting such techniques in homilies 
(p. 203). This supposition supports the idea that the Armenian author 
could freely choose themes for his composition and was not strongly 
dependent on his Greek archetype. 

Cowe doubts the possibility of regarding Lazar P'arpec'i's History 
and Letter written at the turn of the sixth century as a terminus ante 
quem for the Book of Chreia (p. 204). In this connection I would like to 
mention that in a recent article I have demonstrated the influence of the 
"Definition of Description" (X) and two exercises in the same section 
(5, 6) on a passage of Lazar's History”. 
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